


TOBACCO ALLOTMENTS 


HEARING 


BEFORE THE 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON TOBACCO 


OF THE 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 


ON 


H. R. 6845, H. R. 6846, H. R. 6847, 
and H. R. 7090 





JULY 14, 1955 





Printed for the use of the Committee on Agriculture 


Serial BB 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
65807 WASHINGTON : 1955 

















COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 


HAROLD D. COOLEY, North Carolina, Chairman 
W. R. POAGE, Texas, Vice Chairman 


GEORGE M. GRANT, Alabama CLIFFORD R. HOPE, Kansas 

E. C. GATHINGS, Arkansas AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, Minnesota 
JOHN L. McMILLAN, South Carolina WILLIAM 8. HILL, Colorado 
THOMAS G. ABERNETHY, Mississippi CHARLES B. HOEVEN, Iowa 
CARL ALBERT, Oklahoma SID SIMPSON, Illinois 

WATKINS M. ABBITT, Virginia PAUL B. DAGUE, Pennsylvania 
JAMES G. POLK, Ohio RALPH HARVEY, Indiana 

CLARK W. THOMPSON, Texas HAROLD O. LOVRE, South Dakota 
PAUL C, JONES, Missouri PAGE BELCHER, Oklahoma 

JOHN C. WATTS, Kentucky CLIFFORD G. McINTIRE, Maine 
HARLAN HAGEN, California WILLIAM R. WILLIAMS, New York 
LESTER R. JOHNSON, Wisconsin KARL C. KING, Pennsylvania 
VICTOR L. ANFUSO, New York ROBERT D. HARRISON, Nebraska 
ROSS BASS, Tennessee MELVIN R. LAIRD, Wisconsin 
COYA KNUTSON, Minnesota HENRY ALDOUS DIXON, Utah 


W. PAT JENNINGS, Virginia 


DELEGATES 
D. R,. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, Florida 


E. L. BARTLETT, Alaska 
MRS, JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, Hawaii 


RESIDENT COMMISSIONER 
A. FERNOS-ISERN, Puerto Rico 

Mrs. Mase. C. Downey, Clerk 

Gro. L. Rew, Jr., Assistant Clerk 

JoHN J. HEmBuRCER, Counsel 

Francis M. LeMay, Consultant 





SuBCOMMITTEE ON ToBAcco 


WATKINS M. ABBITT, Vitginia, Chairman 
JAMES G. POLE, Ohio CHARLES B, HOEVEN, Iowa 
JOHN C. WATTS, Kentucky PAUL B. DAGUE, Pennsylvania 
ROSS BASS, Tennessee MELVIN R. LAIRD, Wisconsin 


Ir 








CONTENTS 


H. R. 6845. A bill to further amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
Be i Bae UE UTI a nite 5 cae ehh as ee oh hin weno whnnn 
H. R. 6846. A bill to amend section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, with respect to tobacco allotments. _._..........-.---- 
H. R. 6847. A bill to amend section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 with respect to tobacco allotments_-______......------- 
H. R. 7090. A bill to further amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
es Se NET DOO oe ea cee c ces cane daeernscenenas 
Statement of— 
Beal, Dr. G. M., agricultural economist, University of Maryland. - - 
Blalock, H. G.., preneeee. Farm Bureau Federation of Virginia----_ - 
Hall, Thomas ., secretary, Virginia Dark Fired Tobacco Growers 
PN an gS de ts a ne Ta 
McNamara, C. Ralph, Bryantown, Md_...............----------- 
Miller, Clarence L., Director, Tobacco Division, Commodity Stabili- 
zation Service, United States Department of Agriculture____-__-_-- 
Morsell, John B., president, Maryland Tobacco Cooperative - ----__-- 
Moses, Charles T., State senator, State of Virginia___..._.__.....__-- 
Reeves, George B., Chaptico, Md.-..........--...-.......-..-..- 
MPG OAT ee eins 
Shaw Flake, executive vice president, North Carolina Farm Bureau 
Eo ee ee 
Smith, Dudley, president, Southern Maryland Farm Bureau--_-.-_---- 
Taylor, Randolph, executive secretary, Burley and Dark Leaf Tobacco 
iia lita cctaat 5, ar dhntiletel ses ininsion a ame seneein 
Todd, J. J., Tobacco Division, Commodity Stabilization Service 
accompanied by W. K. Schoonover, Office of General Counsel, 
United States Department i ail dente hea cae taboo 0 
Ward, John C., past b preg mye Southern Maryland Farm Bureau... 
Additional data submitted to the subcommittee: 
Hess, Mark §., Lancaster, Pa., letter of July 12, 1955, to Hon. Paul 
I a i i ial dak ene in 
Virginia Dark Tobacco Warehouseman’s Corp., Lynchburg, Va., 
telegram of July 14, 1955, to Hon. W. M. Abbitt__.-.....--...-- 
Virginia Dark Tobacco Warehouseman’s Corp., Lynchburg, Va, 
letter of July 13, 1955, to Hon. W. M. Abbitt................._. 


Page 


— 


ee 
gINwe Off wR UNM CUWNCUN 


17 
21 
21 

















TOBACCO ALLOTMENTS 





THURSDAY, JULY 14, 1955 


Hovust or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TOBACCO OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 3:30 p. m., in room 1308, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Watkins M. Abbitt (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

(The following bills were or are being considered:) 


[H. R. 6845, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To further amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 312 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. 58. C. 1312), is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sc. 312. (a) The Secretary shall, not later than December 1 of any marketing 
year, proclaim a national marketing quota for any kind of tobacco for each of the 
next three succeeding marketing years whenever he determines with respect to 
such kind of tobacco— 

“(1) that a national marketing quota has not previously been proclaimed 
and the total supply as of the beginning of such marketing year exceeds the 
reserve supply level therefore; or 

(2) that such marketing year is the last year of three consecutive years 
for which marketing quotas previously proclaimed will be in effect; or 

“*(3) that amendments have been made in provisions for establishing farm 
acreage allotments which will cause material revision of such allotments 
before the end of the period for which quotas are in effect; or 

“(4) that a marketing quota previously proclaimed for such marketing 
year is not in effect because of disapproval by producers in a referendum held 
pursuant to subsection (c): Provided, That if such producers have disapproved 
national marketing quotas in referenda held in three successive years sub- 
sequent to 1952, thereafter a national marketing quota shall not be pro- 
claimed hereunder which would be in effect for any marketing year within the 
three-year period for which national marketing quotas previously proclaimed 
were di appen res by produvers in a referendum, unless prior to Wovember 10 
of the marketing year one-fourth or more of the farmers engaged in the pro- 
duction of the crop of tobacco harvested in the calendar year in which such 
marketing year begins petition the Secretary in accordance with such regula- 
tions as he may prescribe, to proclaim a national marketing quota for each of 
the next three succeeding marketing years. 

“‘(b) The Secretary shall also determine and announce, prior to the first day 
of December, the amount of the national marketing quota proclaimed pursuant 
to subsection (a) which is in effect for the next marketing year in terms of the 
total quantity of tobacco which may be marketed which will make available during 
such marketing year a supply of tobacco equal to the reserve supply level. The 
amount of the national marketing quota so announced may, not later than the 
following March 1, be increased by not more than 20 per centum if the Secretary 
determines that such increase is necessary in order to meet market demands or 
to avoid undue restrictions of marketings in adjusting the total supply to the 
reserve supply level. 

“(e) Within thirty days after the proclamation of national marketing quotas 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall conduct a referendum of farmers engaged 
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in the production of the crop of tobacco harvested immediately prior to the 
holding of the referendum to determine whether such farmers are in favor of or 
opposed to such quotas for the next three succeeding marketing years. If more 
than one-third of the farmers voting oppose the national marketing quotas, such 
results shall be proclaimed by the Secretary and the national marketing quotas so 
proclaimed shall not be in effect but such results shall in no wise affect or limit the 
subsequent proclamation and submission to a referendum, as otherwise provided 
in this section, of a national marketing quota.” 





(H. R. 6846, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, with respect to tobacco allotments 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the folowing 
new subsection: 

“The production of tobacco on a farm for which no farm acreage allotment has 
been established shall not make the farm eligible for an allotment as an old farm 
under subsections (b) and (g) hereof: Provided, however, That by reason of such 
production the farm need not be considered as ineligible for a new farm allotment 
under subsections (c) and (g) hereof, but such production shall not be deemed 
past tobacco experience for any producer on the farm.” 


(H. R. 6847, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend section 313 of the aie = apes Act of 1938, with respect to tobacco 
men 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“In establishing farm acreage allotments for burley tobacco erops for the 
years 1956, 1957, and 1958 the acreage allotment for any farm which has not 
been retired from agricultural production shall not be reduced below the acreage 
allotment which would otherwise be established because the harvested acreage 
was less than the allotted acreage unless the acreage harvested was less than 
50 per centum of the allotted acreage in each of the preceding five years, in which 
event it shall not be reduced for such reason to less than the largest acreage 
harvested in any year-in such five-year period.” 





[H. R. 7090, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To further amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 312 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 1312), is here-y amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 312. (a) The Secretary shall, not later thai December 1 of any marketing 
year, proclaim a national marketing quota for any kind of tobacco for each of 
the next three succeeding marketing years whenever he determines with respect 
to such kind of tobacco— 

(1) that a national marketing quota has not previously been proclaimed 
and the total supply as of the beginning of such marketing year exceeds the 
reserve supply level therefor; or 

(2) that such marketing year is the last year of three consecutive years 
for which marketing quotas previously proclaimed will be in effect; or 

““(3) that amendments have been made in provisions for establishing farm 
acreage allotments which will cause material revision of such allotments 
before the end of the period for which quotas are in effect; or 

““(4) that a marketing quota previously proclaimed for such marketing 
year is not in effect because of disapproval by producers in a referendum 
held pursuant to subsection (c): Provided, That if such producers have dis- 
approved national marketing quotas in: referenda held in -three successive 
years subsequent to 1952, thereafter a national marketing quota shall not be 
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proclaimed hereunder which would be in effect for any marketing year within 
the three-year period for which national marketing quotas previously pro- 
claimed were disapproved by producers in a referendum, unless prior to 
November 10 of the marketing year one-fourth or more of the farmers 
engaged in the production of the crop of tobacco harvested in the calendar 
year in which such marketing year begins petition the Secretary, in accord- 
ance with such regulations as he may prescribe, to proclaim a national 
marketing quota for each of the next three succeeding marketing years. 

“(b) The Secretary shall also determine and announce, prior to the first day of 
December, the amount of the national marketing quota proclaimed pursuant to 
subsection (a) which is in effect for the next marketing year in terms of the total 
quantity of tobacco which may be marketed which will make available during 
such marketing year a supply of tobacco equal to the reserve supply level. The 
amount of the national marketing quota so announced may, not later than the 
following March 1, be increased by not more than 20 per centum if the Secretary 
determines that such increase is necessary in order to meet market demands or 
to avoid undue restrictions of marketing in adjusting the total supply to the 
reserve supply level. 

“(c) Within thirty days after the proclamation of national marketing quotas 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall conduct a referendum of farmers engaged 
in the production of the crop of tobacco harvested immediately prior to the holdin 
of the referendum to determine whether such farmers are in favor of or oppose 
to such quotas for the next three succeeding marketing years. If more than one- 
third of the farmers voting oppose the national marketing quotas, such results 
shall be proclaimed by the Secretary and the national marketing quotas so pro- 
claimed shall not be in effect but such results shall in no wise affect or limit the 
subsequent proclamation and submission to a referendum, as otherwise provided 
in this section, of a national marketing quota.” 


Mr. Assirr. The committee will come to order. 

It is ne for us to hear from the Department first. I do 
not believe the Department will mind if we hear those from out of 
town first. If it is agreeable to everybody, we will do it that way. 

We have here Mr. Guy Blalock, who is president of the Farm Bureau 
Federation of Virginia. He is from my district. Not only has he a 
splendid farm background and knowledge of the farm program, but 
he is particularly acquainted with the tobacco program, and he desires 
to speak for himself and Mr. Flake Shaw, who is executive vice presi- 
dent of the North Carolina Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Shaw, as we all know, is a splendid man and well versed in the 
farm program, and I think he has a prepared statement. 

Mr. Blalock, we are happy indeed to have you with us. I am par- 
ticularly happy to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF H. G. BLALOCK, PRESIDENT, FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Buatockx. Mr. Chairman, I am certainly glad to be here with 
you, and I think with this statement from Mr. Shaw, it would be 
for me to go ahead with a statement because it is so close in 
agreement with our feeling that I just would like to say that we are 
very much in favor of the bill, certainly the part eliminating the 1-year 
provision and the referendum and holding it on a 3-year basis. 

As far as the rest of my remarks, I am going, if it is agreeable to you, 
to read Mr. Shaw’s statement to you and let you have the benefit 
of Mr. Shaw’s thinking. 

Mr. Assirr. That will be fine. 

Mr.Buatock. Thank you. 
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STaTHMENT BY R. FLake Suaw, Exucutive Vick PresipyNT OF THE NORTH 
CaRro.ina Farm Bureau Fxperation, Burore THE JOINT SENATE AND HovusE 
Topacco SUBCOMMITTER 


On behalf of the 71,056 members of the North Carolina Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, I would like to submit our recommendations on proposed changes in the 
tobacco program now pending before your tobacco committee. 

(1) Three-year referendum.—We feel the proposed 3-year referendum legisla- 
tion is sound in that tobacco producers should not be permitted to approve quotas 
for 1 year and to rescind them the following year. This procedure tends to increase 
any existing surplus, loading the Commodity Credit Corporation with undue to- 
bacco surpluses which cannot be assimilated by trade processes within a reasonable 
period of time. In order for the production-adjustment program to be successful, 
it should certainly be established on a continuing basis. obacco farmers will 
benefit by this more than any other group. 

(2) Land, labor, and equipment.—Land, labor, and equipment should not be 
considered when establishing tobacco allotments. Should acreage allotments be 
assigned on this basis, the sufficient quantities of these factors now available 
suggest that production would quickly soar beyond what is reasonably essential 
for an orderly working of the adjustment program. We make this statement de- 
spite the fact that this principle has been retained in law and might be helpful to 
some other commodities operating under quotas. 

(3) 50 percent minimum provision.— We support the proposal that an allotment 
should not be reduced if the burley tobacco producer plants at least 50 percent 
of his allotment in any 1 year out of 5. This provision will strengthen the burley 
tobacco program and tend to lessen surpluses, 

During my recent campaign on the Burley Act amendment in western North 
Carolina, farmers told me that, since we have plentiful supplies of tobacco, they 
would not plant their small allotments but for fear of permanently losing their 
right to produce. In many instances, when confronted with this situation, farmers 
hire producers who grow an inferior grade of tobacco. This, of course, adds to 
the already abundant surpluses. 

Some might argue that allotments should not be made static, but I submit 
to the committee that any program based on a 3-year duration will move rapidly 
enough under this provision to keep from ever becoming static. 

I hope the committee will see fit to report favorably on all three of these provi- 
sions as they will strengthen the overall tobacco program. 


I would like to say that Mr. Shaw regrets very much that he could 
not be here with you, but he is chairman of that Southern Farm Bureau 
training school program down in New Orleans and could not close 
that in time to get here. He regretted very much not being here 
and asked me to express his sorrow to you. 

I would like to say that as far as the Virginia Farm Bureau is 
concerned, we felt it was so nearly in agreement with our feeling that 
we just want to endorse and go along with that statement in Virginia. 

Mr. Assirr. We certainly thank you, Mr. Blalock, for that 
splendid statement. I know you speak for the Farm Bureau of 
Virginia. It is your opinion that these three proposals will benefit 
and strengthen the program and should be enacted into law? 

Mr. Buatock. That is our opinion. 

Mr. Assirr. Do any members of the committee have any questions? 

We are mighty glad to have Governor Tuck here who is vitally 
interested in tobacco. Would you like to ask Mr. Blalock any 
questions? 

Mr. Tuck. I have no questions at all. I would just like to say 
that I am very much interested in this matter and I am whole- 
heartedly in accord with the views expressed by Mr. Blalock. 

Mr. Assirr. I might say Mrs. Downey, our clerk, has a little 
larger room for us at will not take but a minute to go right down the 


hall. It is the Banking and Currency Committee room. 
Gentlemen, we will come to order again. 
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I am very happy to have Hon. Charles T. Moses, senator from the 
State of Virginia. He is from my home county. He is a man vitally 
interested in the farm program and is particularly interested in any- 
thing pertaining to the rural people. He has been connected with the 
tobacco program from its inception. As a matter of fact, he certainly 
is the one who started the move in our section. 

Senator Moses, we would like to hear from you at this time if you 
will come up here. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. MOSES, STATE SENATOR, STATE OF 
VIRGINIA 


Mr. Mosgs. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
ladies, and others present, what I have to say will be very short. 
In House bill 7090, line 16, the fourth word, I think, should read 
“one” instead of “three.” That is line 16 on page 2. Under this 
bill any type of tobacco will have three shots, so to speak, at voting 
in or out. If they vote out, I see no reason why they should not be 
punished, be it the Virginia Dark Fired Tobacco Growers Association, 
burley, Maryland, Pennsylvania, or anybody else. 

I have thought a good deal about this tobacco program. We can 
handle so many pounds of tobacco. We know that. We know the 
farmers under the agricultural training they are getting now, plus 
land improvement, can build up poundage, if the Lord is willing with 
the weather, to most any amount they want on acres within reason. 
We may have to come back to a poundage base to ever make a work- 
able program so that we will not have the great surpluses they say 
we have now with the Commodity Credit Corporation, but I do think 
if the farmers vote themselves out, why should they not be punished 
for it? If they vote 3 years under this bill, then they will not have 
the privilege to come back for 3 years, the way I understand it. 

That is about all I have to say about the bill. 

Mr. Assirr. You think the bill is all right except for that one 
suggestion there? 

r. Mosrs. That is my judgment about it, yes, sir. I have not 
read every bit of it in detail, but I would like to recommend 1 year 
instead of 3. 

Mr. Assitr. We certainly do thank you. 

Are*there any questions any member would like to ask? 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain the 3-year 
provision in view of the fact that I was author of one of the bills. 

I am going to relate this to burley. We have a referendum in 
1955 along in November on burley. After that referendum is held, 
the 1955 crop is still supported; is that correct? 

Mr. Mosszs. I would say so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Then we vote again in November 1956, before the 
farmer has ever had an opportunity to sell a crop without any sup- 
port, so that means he gets two votes before he can see the effect of 
a nonsupport program. Therefore, I felt that we should make it 3 
years, so that if quotas were voted out he would have 1 year’s experi- 
ence with a nonsupport program before he cast the last vote. If 
you made it 1 year he would have to vote before he had any experi- 
ence as to nonsupport. If you made it 2 years, he would vote twice 
before*he ever had any experience under nonsupport, but if you put 
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the figure ‘‘3’’ in there, then he is going to have 1 year in which he 
will sell his tobacco without support and he will have an opportunit 
to compare that situation with a situation where he was supported. 

I do not ask that you agree with me, but I thought I would like to 
explain to you the reason that the 3-year period was put in the bill: 
so that the grower would have at least 1 year’s experience without a 
support program. Unless we made it 3, that could not happen. In 
other words, it was my thinking in drafting the legislation that the 
farmer is liable to get excited and disturbed and vote the program out 
in 1 year and that it will be out for 3. If the farmers had 1 year’s 
experience without a support, they might want to change their minds 
and would not be permitted to do so, so I wanted them to have 1 
year’s experience without a support program before they lost their 
support. 

Mr. Moszgs. Mr. Chairman, may I answer him? 

Mr. Apsirtt. Yes. 

Mr. Mosszs. If we have the support program on tobacco as long 
as we have had, I think children will grow to be men and then the 

oung ones will come up and be men in that period of time. I think 
it is just fooling ourselves, nobody else. Thatis my thinking. Thank 
ou, sir. 
7 Mr. Assitt. We certainly thank you, Senator. 

We now have Mr. Thomas B. Hall, who is secretary of the Virginia 
Dark Fired Tobacco Growers Association. He has been interested 
in tobacco ever since I have known him. I have known him for 
many, many years. He is doing a wonderful job. 

Mr. Hall, we would like to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS B. HALL, SECRETARY, VIRGINIA DARK 
FIRED TOBACCO GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Hauu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
taken a little time to study this bill. I realize that there are some 
things in here that we, as individual-type growers, might desire some 
simple changes of, but having been working with this program ever 
since it started, I think that we have to take a cooperative view of it, 
and after looking at this bill I am satisfied as a representative of my 
growers that they will be satisfied with this bill rather than make 
any fight to make changes which are very simple, I think, in the bill. 

Mr. Axssirt. In other words, this is a step in the right direction? 

Mr. Hatt. I think it is a step in the right direction, and I do feel 
like my associate over here, Senator Moses, that there might be some 
desirability for a 1-year provision. At the same time, I can see the 
Congressman’s viewpoint, and I think maybe, too, that when that 
happens, face to face in a very recent period prior to the farmer’s vote, 
he perhaps will feel a little different about it. 

I would like to say that we would like to see the bill passed because 
we believe that it would be better for us, for the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, which carries these surpluses, and maybe it will put us 
in a better position to succeed with our program. 

Mr. Assitr. We certainly thank you. ae other words, even if we 
cannot get the 3 years modified to one, you still feel it is a step in the 
right direction? 

Mr. Hau. Yes. 
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Mr. Aspsitt. We certainly do thank you. Maybe we will get the 
improvement that you and Senator Moses are talking about. 
r. Mossgs. If I may, I would like to say another word. 

Mr. Assitr. We will be happy to have you do so, Senator. 

Mr. Mosss. I think it is a simple improvement in the program, 
but if we just start right I think it would be better. 

Mr. Assirr. We thank you. 

Mr. Lankford, we are delighted to have you here with us. 

Mr. Lankford is a tobacco Congressman from Maryland and he is 
always interested in the tobacco program. He has been most helpful 
to us. 

; — would be pleased, Mr. Lankford, if you would introduce your 
olks. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Morsell, would you like to start off? Mr. 
John B. Morsell is president of the Maryland Tobacco Cooperative 
from Calvert County and has always been very active in our Maryland 
tobacco scene. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN B. MORSELL, PRESIDENT, MARYLAND 
TOBACCO COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Morseti. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
as president of the Maryland Tobacco Cooperative, I feel that this 
bill is 100 percent perfect for us. We have had very distressing 
experiences over here in southern Maryland where we have been voting 
it in and then voting it out. It has left the co-op holding the bag and 
made it bad for the Commodity Credit Corporation, for the officials 
running the co-op, as well as for the farmers. 

We are right now going through a very bitter experience for voting 
out quotas. We are being penalized very heavily, and I personally 
feel favorable toward this bill. I have talked to people for the pro- 

and against the program and I have not found one yet who is 
opposed to this bill. 1am confident that all the growers of southern 
aryland, regardless of which way they feel toward the program, will 
be in favor of this bill. Let us get it over and vote once in 3 years 
rather than vote every year. 

I think that is about all I can add. 

Mr. Aspsirt. I am certainly glad we have a piece of legislation that 
all growers can agree upon. 

Are there any questions? Have you any questions, Mr. Lankford? 

Mr. LankFrorp, No, I have no questions. 

Mr. Ward, will you come forward? 

This.is Mr. John C. Ward, past president of the Southern Maryland 
Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Ward, do you care to add anything to what Mr. Morsell 
has said? 

Mr. Apsirr. Mr. Ward, we are glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. WARD, PAST PRESIDENT, SOUTHERN 
MARYLAND FARM BUREAU 


Mr. Warp. I do not know what I could tell you other than what 
me just heard. Having been president of the Southern Maryland 
arm Bureau and getting around over southern Maryland and the 
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tobaceo-growing counties, like Mr. Morsell, I have not run into 
anybody for or against the program who will not say that we should 
have a 3-year program one way or the other. 

Mr. Assirr. That is fine. We certainly appreciate your coming. 

Are there any questions anybody would like to ask of Mr. Ward? 

We certainly thank you, Mr. Ward. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Dudley Smith, president of the Southern 
Maryland Farm Bureau, is not here at the moment. We have next 
Dr. G. M. Beal, who is an agricultural economist at the University of 
Maryland. 

Mr. Assitr. Doctor, we will be glad to hear from you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF DR, G. M. BEAL, AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIST, 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Brau. I think that Mr. Morsell has quite fairly stated the 
situation as far as Maryland is concerned. However, in view of what 
was said a few moments ago about the provision on page 2, concerning 
the 3 successive years, I would like to say that having those 3 years 
in is quite important as far as Maryland is concerned because of our 
history in voting. 

We are in the position that if the voters should happen to vote 
against the quotas this-fall, then our 3 years will have been completed 
and in that event, as I read this, it will be necessary to get a petition 
of one-fourth of the growers in order to change our minds about what 
has been done this fall. In view of that, it seems to me that this 
particular part of the provision is very important to everybody. As 
a matter of fact, it would be better for us in some respects if it could 
be such that we could change our minds, say, in the second or third 
year in case we vote wrong without the petition. 

However, it certainly would be bad, I think, in any area, if the 
farmers were in the position to have no experience at all with the selling 
of crops in the absence of support. As I said, Maryland has only 1 
time instead of 3 as it is because if this is passed the way it is written 
we have already had 2 of ours. 

Mr. Assitt. You have two strikes on you now. 

Mr. Beat. I think that aspect of it is quite important. I am just 
a little concerned about one of these other bills. 

Mr. Assirr. Which one is that? 

Mr. Beat. The one that pertains to old and new farms, that if you 
have had 1 year’s experience, just 1 year of growing tobacco, it does 
not qualify you as an old farm, but makes you a new farm. 

I might say here that the Extension Service of the University of 
Maryland has scrupulously avoided taking sides in this business and 
we have tried to present the issues. I can visualize those who are 
interested in getting the program in effect in Maryland being some- 
what concerned about that because certainly it does make it somewhat 
more difficult for new people to get into the program, 

Heretofore if a man had tobacco 1 year he got 50 percent of 
his acreage of that year and he was automatically in. If I understand 
this correctly, he has to qualify as a new farm with all of the necessary 
requirements of experience and so on. 

e of the things that has been-effective as an argument against 
the program and: one of the’ things’in’ the past that our farmers have 
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been concerned about is that it does make it difficult for new farmers, 
people who have not been farming, young men who are just starting, 
and so on, to get into the program. 

As a matter of fact, one of the big arguments in the first few years 
that we were voting was that this thing penalizes the GI’s who were 
away serving their country and could not get a quota. This particuiar 
provision makes it just a little more difficult for new people to get 
started. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman yield and let me 
comment on that? 

Mr. Beat. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. It is not calculated to do that. If you will bear with 
me a minute, I will try to explain what I think the provision does. 

Earlier this year we passed a bill which virtually outlawed what is 
known as red card tobacco, where, by the growth of it you could get 
additional base. In drawing that law we did not reconcile it with a 
former law that we had that said if you had ever grown any tobacco 
you could not get an allotment for 5 years because you could not be 
considered a new grower. This provision is written mainly for the 
purpose of removing the fellow who grows a little tobacco from the 
category of an old grower and giving him an opportunity to come in 
as a new grower. 

We will say, for instance, that you did not have any allotment at 
all and you wanted to become a grower of tobacco. The way the law 
is written now, if you grew a little tobacco you could not get a base 
for 5 years because of the way the old law is written. In other words, 
you could not come in as a new grower for 5 years if you had grown 
a in the last 5 years. 

r. Beau. You mean that is a result of a change that has been 
made in the last since the last crop? 

Mr. Warts. That is right. If this law that you are talking about is 
enacted, the fact that you grow a little tobacco does not count against 
you as a new grower and therefore you have a right to come in and 
qualify as a new grower, so, actually, I think it will work absolutely 
opposite to the way you understand it. 

r. Beau. For example, I know a young fellow who is growing 20 
acres of tobacco this year and he thinks that when he votes next fall 
he will be voting on half that acreage because that is the way it has 
been in the past. 

Mr. Warts. That provision of the law was wiped out in a former 
bill. There is a little fragmentary part of the thing that says that 
some consideration should be given for the amount of your land, and 
your tools, and your teams, but that is so infinitesimal that the 
Department has ruled in a fellow had any tobacco on it it would be 
3 or 4 plants probably, but in passing that bill we precluded a grower 
in the shape your young man is in from applying as a new grower for 
a period of 5 years. 

Am I right on that, Mr. Miller? 

We were talking about the bill that changes a fellow who has grown 
tobacco from an old grower to a new grower. Is not the present law 
such that if he has grown any tobacco he cannot be considered for a 
new base for 5 years as a new grower? 

Mr. Miter. That is right, yes, sir. 








10 TOBACCO ALLOTMENTS 


Mr. Warts. I did not mean to butt in on you, but I thought that 
you did not want to be against something that was intended to do 
what you wanted to do. 

Mr. Breau. As a matter of fact, it puts us in the position in the 
Extension Service of explaining to these folks that this is worse than 
you thought it was, but better than it would have been if it had not 
been done now. 

Mr. Warts. He could not be considered as a new grower for a 
period of 5 years, but if this law is enacted he can qualify as a new 
grower. It changes the law in that respect and I think you will 
endorse that. 

Mr. Beau. Yes, indeed, Compared to the way it would have 
been is a good thing. 

Mr. Assirr. We certainly thank you. 

Are there any other questions about that? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Chairman, I have one other person who has 
requested time, and he has succumbed to the wilds of southern Mary- 
land and moved up from Kentucky, Mr. Ralph McNamara of Bryan- 
town. 

Mr. Warts. Since he is from Kentucky, I would certainly like to 
welcome him. 

Mr. Assitr. We are certainly glad to have you and we will be 
pleased to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF C. RALPH McNAMARA, BRYANTOWN, MD. 


Mr. McNamara. Thank you very kindly. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, | am a southern 
Maryland farmer. I have adopted the State of Maryland and have 
had previous experience in the support and control program in 
Kentucky, which we were strongly opposed to at the start of it. 

In my travels in southern Maryland, I meet a tremendous amount 
of opposition. I also meet some favorable comment. However, it 
seems that the Government gave southern Maryland support without 
control which, as I understand, they were entitled to at that time, and 
that it made it worth their while to increase their production in 
tobacco. However, from what I can gather—I was not here in 
southern Maryland at that time—it was not explained to them fully 
nor was it understood by the average dirt farmer in southern Maryland 
that when he got in a controlled situation he would automatically come 
under controls, so that to this day there has been a lack of educational 
work with respect to the individual farmer. How you could go about 
correcting that I do not know. 

Dr. Beal, who was on the stand before me, and other gentlemen from 
the extension department have come into our counties and have called 
meetings. The attendance is very slim, I am sorry to say. I regret 
to say that we have dirt farmers in southern Maryland growing 
tobacco who this present day do not know that they have voted out 
support and control for the year 1956, which was our 1955 crop. I 
regret to make that statement. Nevertheless, I think it is true. 

Getting back to this bill, I think we had a situation there which I 
have never heard of in any other place. I do not think it could 
happen. However, that is the way our selling period is so arranged. 
Southern Maryland voted support and control in, and before they 
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exercised the benefits of support and control they voted it out, which 
is an unusual situation, you will have to agree. 

I think in this bill consideration should be given to even the mention 
of the year due to our position, because we vote on the 1955 crop in 
the ground in the fall of 1954, which we market in the year of 1956. 
Has that been given consideration, sir? 

Mr. Warts. You are talking about the 3-year period now? 

Mr. McNamara. I am talking about southern Maryland, because 
I am a resident of there. 

Mr. Assrrr. We understand that you have an entirely different 
marketing period from the rest of the people because of the lateness of 
ave marketing tobacco. We had a provision in the bill last year 

y which we had hoped to give Maryland some relief, but it was 
defeated in the House. It was not carried in the House. 

Mr. Brau. I am not speaking for any organization. It is merely 
my own opinion and what I say is for myself, but the tendency seems 
to be that legislation is made here in Washington for the tobacco 
grower in the larger tobacco growing areas. That is what I hear in 
southern Maryland, that we are not given the proper consideration. 
From my past experience in the business I realize that we are in the 
minority with the 40-million pound crop. We are competing with 
approximately 1,700 million in the auction system, and we cannot 
demand an awful lot, but we definitely would like consideration. 

Mr. Assitr. We would be mighty glad to give you any considera- 
tion and hear from your group any time you would like to get to- 
yether and make suggested changes in the program that might be help- 

ul to the Maryland tobacco program. I realize that it is very, very 
important that all segments of our tobacco growers be satisfied and 
happy with the program. 

Any suggestions that you people have by way of amendments to 
take care of you we will be happy to have. 

Mr. Brau. Thank you. 

Getting back to this bill before it goes through, with respect to the 
particular year of 1955, should we vote it in in the fall of 1955, would 
that eliminate us from receiving benefits in 1956 in the event we 
wanted them? Would that affect us in any way where that par- 
ticular year is mentioned? 

Mr. Jennincs. On your 1955 crop, or your 1956 crop? 

Mr. Brau. The crop we plant in 1955, that we have in the ground 
now, will be sold in 1956. 

Mr. Assitr. Mr. Miller, will you come up here just a minute? 

It is my understanding that you have already voted out with 
respect to your 1955 crop. 

Mr. Bgat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assirt. If you vote in quotas this fall it is my understanding 
you would be voting on your 1956 crop. 

Mr. Brau. Yes, sir. If we failed to vote them in would it be 3 years 
again without a petition? 

Mr. Mruter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Apsirr. We certainly appreciate your being up here. 

Mr. Miuuier. Thank you. 

Mr. Aspirr. Thank you, Dr. Beal. 

Mr. Royster, we are mighty glad to have you here with us. 
Everybody here knows you and appreciates your coming. We will 
be glad to hear from you at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF FRED ROYSTER, HENDERSON, N. C. 


Mr. Royster. Thank you, Congressman. 

<, Axssirr. You might, for the benefit of the record, give your 
title. 

Mr. Royster. I am F. S. Royster, president of a warehouse 
association, which comprises the entire flue-cured area. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we discussed this bill on the 3-year 
provision with our board of governors 10 days ago and are unani- 
mously in favor of its passage. We are not concerned about it so 
much, Mr. Chairman, from the standpoint of being fearful that 
flue-curing area will vote out our quotas and price supports. We 
have had our experience with that. 

Mr. Assirt. In other words, you are burned so badly you still 
remember the sting. 

Mr. Royster. We were burned so bad, not only those who were 
growing it and selling that remember, but it transferred down to the 
second and third generations and you could not help but hope, 
Mr. Chairman, with my friend from Maryland here, that they never 
get that dose, but I am fearful that they are heading for a similar 
experience and very quickly with the stocks of tobacco what they 
are in this country. 

Back to this 3-year provision: We think that it will tend to place 
some more stability in the program; that is, the total program as a 
whole. We certainly think that you must have a continuing program 
in order to adequately safeguard the Commodity Credit Corporation 
and cooperatives. 

In flue-cured, and I am sure that is true in the other types of 
tobacco, it is confusing in some instances to be voting both for 1 year 
and for 3 years at the same time, so we wholeheartedly would like to 
see this legislation passed and we think that it will be beneficial to 
the total tobacco program. 

On the land and equipment factor, we do not think that that should 
be taken into consideration. We think you are on dangerous ground 
when you do that. It has a tendency to eventually, we feel, get the 
allotment more to the individual than to the farm and we are fearful 
of that, and we also would like to see that passed. 

I have no comment on the 50-percent provision, because that is 
burley and I am, of course, not representing the burley growers or 
warehousemen. 

Mr. Assitt. We certainly do appreciate your statement. 

Mrs. Rea. Could I ask a question? 

Mr. Assirr. Let us finish with Mr. Royster. 

Any questions? 

Mrs. Rea. I want to ask Mr. Royster a question. 

I am Mrs. James L. Rea, from Upper Marlboro. I do not under- 
stand this statement about land and equipment should not be con- 
sidered. Is that part of this bill or not? 

Mr. Assirr. It is one of the bills. Do we have the third bill, Mrs. 
Downey? 

Mrs. Downey. 6846 and 6845, I believe it is. 

Mr. Warts. That is your bill. 

Mrs. Rea. I would like to know. I have heard that mentioned 
several times now, that they should not consider land and equipment, 
and I wondered just what they should consider. 
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Mr. Assirr. Wait until we get a copy of the bill. 

Mr. Warts. I can explain it without a copy. 

Mr. Miller, would you mind coming up here? You are head of the 
Tobacco Branch and the information I have about it came from you. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE L. MILLER, DIRECTOR, TOBACCO DI- 
VISION, COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Assirt. Mr. Miller, we appreciate so much your coming down 
here and if you just give us your views or the views of the Department 
on these three measures and then after you have finished, if there is 
anything that Mrs. Rea does not understand, maybe you can clear 
tha’ up for her. 

Mr. Muuer. Thank you, sir. 

I am Clarence Miller, Director of the Tobacco Division, Commodity 
Stabilization Service, Department of Agriculture. 

I have no formal prepared statement to make. Rather, I will read 
from notes on the Department’s views on the really three bills we have 
up for consideration. 

With respect to H. R. 6845, this bill provides that growers vote in 
referendum for or against marketing quotas for a 3-year period, rather 
than for a 1-year or a 3-year period. I would like to say that the De- 
partment of Agriculture recommends the passage of this bill. 

We have had reference today on marketing quotas now for a good 
many years. 

Mr. Assit. The only thing that bill deals with at all, as I under- 
stand it, is 3-year and 1-year proposals as to voting in or voting out 
quotas. 

Mr. Miter. Yes, sir. I will read just a brief statement about 
this bill. 

Under this bill, growers would vote on quotas for 3 years rather 
than for either (a) 3 years, or (b), 1 year, as is at present. This bill 
would provide further that after quotas are turned down in 3 consecu- 
tive referendums a referendum would be held only every 3 years unless 
one-fourth or more of the growers petitioned the Secretary to vote on 
3-year quotas again before the end of the 3-year period. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department of Agriculture recommends passage 
of this bill. It has so recommended in the past. We feel that market- 
ing quotas have been in effect now for quite some time. Producers 
have had the opportunity of voting on marketing quotas for some 


ears. 

Since 1941, the act provided that the producer have the opportunity 
of voting for quotas on a 3-year basis, on a 1-year basis, or against 
quotas. 

Prior to 1941, if I am not mistaken, they were allowed to vote on a 
l-year quota, acceptance or rejection. The law recognized the desira- 
bility of continuity at that time, I think, and provided then for an 
alternative of a 3-year quota. Thus the producers are rather well 
acquainted with ail of the provisos of a marketing-quota program, 
and incidentally, the support-price program associated with it. 

They have consistently adopted, with the exception of some 2 or 3 
cases, marketing quotas for a period of 3 years at a time. 
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It is our view that the producer in accepting marketing quotas for 
a 3-year period recognized one of the prerequisites of a successful 
support-price program; that is, that it must have continuity and 
that it is in essence a system of orderly marketing, it thus stands 
to reason that it is desirable to have quotas in effect for a 3-year 
period if the Department is able to predict the production from 
year to year, establish quotas for ensuing periods of time, and keep 
a system well balanced, whereby the supply is somewhere maintained 
in line with demand. 

It is rather difficult in the 1 or 2 instances that we have where 
quotas are, as we say, voted in and out on a l-year basis to take 
tobacco under a 1-year supported quotas with supported prices, and 
then to turn around in an ensuing year and be forced to dispose of 
this in a manner of this accumulated overproduction in the 1 year 
that we had supported quotas, attempt to market that tobacco in 
subsequent years when no quotas were in effect and no support price 
was in effect. It amounts to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
virtually having to place on sale tobacco produced in an unprotected 
quota position in competition with the growers in ensuing years. 

It is very difficult to establish quotas every other year when you 
have an uncontrolled production in an intervening year. 

We feel that the provisions of this bill are adequate where quotas 
have been rejected, first, because it requires that quotas be rejected 
for 3 consecutive years before there is a year in which quotas are not 
voted upon, and that period being for 3 years. 

This act provides that producers may petition the Secretary of 
Agriculture in an intervening period by a petition consisting of 25 
percent of the eligible producers attaching their signatures to such 
petition. 

We therefore recommend the enactment of H. R. 6845. 

With respect to 6846, about which Congressman Watts has so ably 
informed us as to the provisions of the bill, it is generally recognized 
that when Public Law 21 was up for consideration last April, the prime 
intent was to not give credit to those people who overplanted in excess 
of the allotments or who produced tobacco without allotments. 

We were informed by the Solicitor’s Office that what we thought 
we had accomplished in respect to that proviso of Public Law 21 had 
not been fully accomplished, as Congressman Watts so ably stated a 
moment ago. 

This provision would allow a producer who has produced tobacco 
in the past year without an allotment to not be precluded from making 
application as a new grower in ensuing years. 

Mr. Warts. What was your question, Mrs. Rea? 

Mrs. Rua. My question is on one of the other bills, I guess. It was 
in reference to the fact that it had been stated, that I have heard it 
stated several times and I wanted it explained, that equipment and 
land should not be considered. I do not understand that. 

Mr, Warts. Mr. Miller, will you permit me to make another 
statement about it and then you might supplement it. 

Mr. Miuugr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. Tell her which bill you are talking about. 

Mr. Warts. I am talking about 6846, 

Prior to this year—we will start that way—there were two ways to 
acquire a tobacco base. One was by growing tobacco without a base 
and then you were entitled to a certain base for doing it. 
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‘Phe other was to come in as a new grower and ask your county 
committee for a base, since you say you wanted to become a new 
grower. 

When we passed Public Law 21 in April of this year, we precluded 
anybody from getting any base that amounted to anything by the 
route of raising excess tobacco. At the same time we left in the law 
a provision which said that if you had grown any tobacco in the last 
5 years, 7 could not be considered a new grower under other pro- 
visions of the law. 

Is that right, Mr. Miller? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Therefore, by passing Public Law 21, we precluded 
a farmer who grew a little tobacco from getting any base by the 

owth of the tobacco and at the same time we did not remove the 

arrier which says if he grew it he could not get a base as a new 
grower for 5 years. 

Mrs. Rea. I see it. I saw this bill and I understood this and I did 
not know what I was asking applied to this. 

Mr. Warts. That is the bill we are talking about; yes, ma’am. 
This bill is calculated to do two things. First, if you grow a little 
tobacco to this year it does not stop you from going to your regular 
PMA or whatever office you go to and asking that you be considered 
a new grower and being given a base. If we do not pass this bill, 
you cannot for a period of 5 years, go in and ask for a base. 

In passing Public Law 21, there were about four things that were 
taken into consideration in granting a base. One was your production, 
which was the principal one. The other was the amount of culti- 
vatable land you had, your tools, your equipment, and your barn 
space. 
vor course, the principal one is your history of production. 

The solicitors in the Department of Agriculture said that in passing 
Public Law 21, we stopped anybody getting any consideration for a 
new base or an additional base, on the basis of growth of excess 
tobacco, but there was a little loophole there that they might be 
entitled to some infinitesimal consideration. Was that not about the 
way they expressed it? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. On account of having some land, or teams, or some 
tools, but if they were to be given a base they might grow 100 acres 
of excess tobacco and be given one one-hundreth of an acre which 
did not amount to a hill of beans. We did not think it fair since we 
stopped them from coming in that route to also penalize and not let 
them in the other. 

All we are doing in this bill is saying to these growers: “Since you 
cannot come in this door, we are not going to erect a 5-year bar 
from coming in the other. We are going to remove the other bar and 
let you come in. 

Does that explain it to you? 

Mrs. Rea. I understand; yes, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. Mr. Miller, can you tell us about 6847? 

Mr. Miter. 6847, Congressman Abbitt, applies to burley tobacco 


only. 
This bill would apply for the years 1956, 1957, and 1958 in the case 
of burley tobacco acreage allotment, or a farm other than a farm 
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retired for agricultural purposes, so that the allotment on same would 
not be reduced because of underplanting if as much as 50 percent of 
the farm acreage allotment was harvested in any 1 of the preceding 
5 years. 

As stated earlier this afternoon in Mr. Shaw’s report, there have 
been considerable opinions expressed in the case of burley tobacco, 
A great many holders of allotments are producing tobacco for the 
prime purpose of maintaining allotments on those-farms; that there 
would o some who would not plant tobacco, were they not required 
to plant as the law now provides at least 75 percent of their allotment 
in any 1 of the last preceding 3 years. Hence, the Department 
recommends the adoption of this legislation to take care of the burley 
situation during the emergency insofar as we have a limitation on it 
for 1956, 1957, and 1958, i believe. 

Mr. Assirr. In other words, you want to make a man hold tobacco 
just to hold his base. 

Mr. Miter. Just to hold. In the case of burley tobacco, and 
especially during these times when we are trying so earnestly in the 
Department to sme the supplies back in line. 

Mr. Assirr. What would you say about the other types of tobacco? 
Would it be helpful to them? 

Mr. Miuuer. I have heard some expressions on some of the dark- 
fire tobacco. Some one mentioned a moment ago, probably Mary- 
land might take a favorable view towards such a situation. I have 
just heard that. I am sorry I cannot give you any information. 

Mr. Assirr. Any questions? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Assitt. Doctor, did you want to ask Mr. Miller a question? 

Mr. Burau. I was just wanting to ask him why this provision was 
not applied to any other types Tn burley. 

Mr. Assirt. I might say to that that nobody asked for it but the 
burley growers. 

Mr. Watts is from the burley area and he introduced the bill. I 
am not from the dark fire area, and flue-cured area, and sun-cured 
area, and I did not want to start a fire where there was not any, as 
far as I knew, burning there. That is the only reason I can give you. 

Mr. Brau. The one reason I raise the point is that this year, as 
you know, on wheat, they reduced the requirement to 75 percent 
where it had previously been 80 and many times producers raised 
the question on any product: ‘‘Why is it I lose some base if I grow 
less than my base? Why is it I am penalized for growing less than I 
am entitled to grow?” And the only question I raise is that it seems 
to me if 50 percent is enough to grow in order to retain your base in 
burley, it might be a good idea on the others. 

Mr. Warts. Will the gentleman yield for an observation? 

Mr. Brau. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. When I introduced the bill there was considerable 
opposition from some sections of the flue-cured people to it. I 
invited any other type of tobacco to come in that wanted to. If 
you can get your growers in accord with it and they want to come in 
we can offer an amendment and stick Maryland in there and I am 
sure the Department has no objection, but I did not want to run into 
a fight with the flue-cured boys over it. I had not heard from your 
growers or the dark fired people. I knew what the burley people 
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wanted, but it was not done with the idea of precluding you. It was 
merely done because I knew there was some opposition from some 
other sources. 

If you get together and tell your Congressman you want in on this 
bill, I am sure we can arrange an amendment to include Maryland 
tobacco in it, but I do not represent Maryland tobacco and I had a 
hesitancy of putting something on you about which there was some 
ae in some other types of tobacco. 

Mr. Assirr. We certainly thank you for coming down here and 
— this information. 

The Chair would like to recognize Congressman Dague. 

Mr. Daeur. Mr. Chairman, Peuntabbrétis is not particularly 
interested in any legislation. Our entire tobacco program is not 
involved in any way with these supports. 

Lancaster County has about 27,000 acres of tobacco cultivation 
which is our principal crop. We expect to raise about 45 million 
pounds this year on that type 41 filler. I have contacted the repre- 
sentatives of the industry up there and have a letter from Mr. Mark 8S. 
Hess, who I think represents the thinking of our tobacco growers. 

I would like to read just a paragraph, speaking of 6845, where Mr. 
Hess says: 

In regards to the 3-year referendum, I believe it is in order and the growers in 
this area would favor the 3-year referendum because (1) the results of the referen- 
dum are a foregone conclusion; and (2) most farmers in this area feel that this is 


one small way in which some tax money can be saved. It is unlikely that farmers 
in this area would have any material change in mind in the space of 3 years. 


I would like to ask unanimous consent to include this in the record’ 

Mr. Assirr. Without objection, it will be filed at this point in the 
record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


LANCASTER, Pa., July 12, 1956. 
Re proposed change to 3-year referendum. 


Hon. Paut B. Dacus, 
Hause of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Dacue: Pennsylvania type 41 tobacco represents the largest 
cash crop inceme to the farmers of this area. Pennsylvania type 41 cigar filler 
tobacco is grown on approximately 27,000 acres of land yielding approximately 
1,500 pounds per acre varying from 1,300 pounds to 1,700 pounds according to 
weather conditions during the growing season, Tobacco is grown on 4,000 of 
the’8,}000 farms in Laneaster County. Labor reeords show: that. it requires: ap- 

roximately 200 man-hours pe acre in the production of each acre of tobacco. 

obacco represents the cash income to Lancaster County farmers that has 
enabled them to be outstanding in the maintenance of their farms, farm buildings, 
and in their farming practices. Pennsylvania type 41 tobacco is used extensively 
in the middle price class of cigars. Almost 80 percent of our production is used 
as the filler in long filler cigars. Many of these cigars using Pennsylvania type 41 
tobacco retail for 10 cents each or are in the price range of 7 to 15 cents each. 

Lancaster County farmers have been marketing their tobacco on an individual 
negotiation between representatives of cigar manufacturers and themselves. 
This is one of the things that farmers in the area take considerable pride in being 
able to market their crop as individuals rather than to receive assistanee from 
any outside source. When tobacco is in short supply this system works very well. 
However, there have been times when overproduction has resulted in very low 
prices paid to farmers for their tobacco. In spite of the low prices received for 

, Lancaster County farmers have always voted overwhelmingly against 
quotas and acreage controls. 

In regard to the 3-year referendum, I believe it is in order and the growers 
in this area would favor the 3-year referendum because (1) the results of the 
referendum are a:foregone conelusion, and (2) most farmers in this area feel 
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that this is one small way in which some tax money can be saved. It is unlikely 
that farmers in this area would have any material change in mind in the space 
of 3 years. 
I, therefore, would favor the proposed change to a 3-year referendum. 
Sincerely yours, 
Mark. 8. Hess. 


Mr. Assirr. The Chair would like to recognize Congressman 
Jennings. 

Mr. JENNINGs. I just want to say in answer to the gentleman’s 
observation that it was felt in some quarters outside that the legislation 
here was for the benefit of the large farmers. I want to make this 
statement perfectly clear, that we do not have any large farmers 
down in my section. We have about 18,000 farmers with 13,000 
acres of tobacco that has to be apportioned out and I for one am very 
much interested in seeing that they are protected and, as a result, I am 
trying to keep very close contact with this and I can assure you that 
there is no legislation going out of here with my knowledge that is 
going to discriminate against the small farmer, that is not going to be 
for his best interest, and I think that goes for the rest of the committee, 
because they are very much aware of the plight of the small farmers. 

I do not know how that feeling got started, but it certainly is not. 
true as far as this committee is concerned. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Would the gentleman yield? 

I think that you misunderstood Mr. McNamara. We had quite a 
talk about this. Our type 32 tobacco in Maryland is a very small 
portion of the tobacco that is grown in the whole country and I think 
that his idea was that the legislation that is passed concerning tobacco 
deals with the greater bulk of it and sometimes our poor little five 
southern Maryland counties get overrun by these big States of 
North and South Carolina and Virginia, and Kentucky. 

Mr. Jenninos. I would like to say that some of my people have 
similar ideas, but it is not factual, because we have the interest of the 
small farmer at heart and the legislation that is passed is certainly for 
his protection as well as justifiable and being what is right and fair 
and just for all of the farmers and I can say that first hand, because 
as I said, I do represent small farmers, and if you take 18,000 and try 
to divide 13,000 acres among all of them, you will recognize that that 
is a pretty small patch. 

Mr. McNamara. My main reference to the Senator from Virginia 
was in regard to a bill of last month whereby we were frozen, our 
acreage in type 32, even though we voted against support and controls 
in the area as a whole. 

Do you understand what I mean? 

Mr. JenntnGs. Yes. 

Mr. McNamara. And I felt that this legislation was slipped right 
through without giving us much of a chance to defend ourselves. 

I see from an overall standpoint whereby we will be benefited in the 
end as a whole. I see that personally, but whether the southern 
Maryland farmers understand that or not, I do not know. He says, 
“Why did they freeze us?” We figure it penalizes the acreage down 
there on last year’s vote. 

In other words, we were cut 9 percent and southern Maryland voted 
out and we still took the 9 percent cut. 

Figure that one out if you can. 
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Mr. Assirr. You mean that they would not let you grow whatever 
you want? 

Mr. McNamara. You can grow what you want but do not get any 
credit for it, but still you took a 9 percent cut last year even though 
it was voted out. 

Mr. LanxFrorp. We do not get any credit for anything grown over 
the allotment on the history. 

Mr. Dudley Smith, who is president of the Southern Maryland 
Farm Bureau has come in and | think he has a very short statement 
that he would like to make. 

Mr. Assirr. That will be fine. 

Mr. Smith, we will be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF DUDLEY SMITH, PRESIDENT, SOUTHERN 
MARYLAND FARM BUREAU 


Mr. Smirx. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the oportunity of appearing briefly 
before you gentlemen. I am president of the Southern Maryland 
Farm Bureau, and the Southern Farm Bureau is a sectional farm 
bureau organization within the Maryland Farm Bureau. 

We embrace just the five counties in southern Maryland and grow 
tobacco. The principal function of the southern Maryland Farm 
Bureau is to act on tobacco matters. 

This week. we had-a meeting of the executive committee of that 
organization and we considered H. R. 6845. That had been referred to 
us by Mr. Lankford and our comments were requested. That is 
Mr. Watts’ bill for the 3 years. 

We strongly endorse that bill. It was so communicated to Mr. 
Lankford and he, I presume, will speak for us in that regard. 

We just want to appear here to add our endorsement as the repre- 
sentative of the principal farmers in southern Maryland and to urge 
its adoption and enactment. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Assitr. Mr. Smith, we deeply appreciate what you said. I 
just want to say this: Mr. Lankford—I do not know whether he is 
your Congressman or not—has been a tremendous help here to us on 
the subcommittee. He took over the assignment of notifying all his 
people about this bill and this hearing and on behalf of this com- 
mittee, I want to thank him for his interest and, too, for his help. 

Mr. Smirx. We are certainly glad to have that comment and we 
think a great deal of Mr. Lentioed in southern Maryland, because 
he is one of us and because he knows Southern Maryland and south- 
ern Maryland tobacco. 

Mr. Assirr. That is fine. He is the tobacco man from Maryland. 

Mr. Saitu. Yes, he certainly is. 

Mr. Warts. I want to extend my congratulations to the gentleman. 
You formerly lived in Kentucky, did you not? 

Mr. Smita. Thank you, Mr. Watts. I realize Kentucky is a very 
fine State. Sois Maryland, I will not try to get intoa conflict between 
the two Congressmen. 

Mr. Warts. There. won’t. be any conflict between your Congress- 
man and me. 
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Senator Anpirr. We have a very distinguished man here from 
Kentucky and I would like Congressman Watts to introduce him, 
if he will. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it 
gives me a great deal of pleasure and a lot of satisfaction to present a 
distinguished Kentuckian, who is well qualified on all subjects of 
tobacco, growing, regulating, selling and everything else, Mr. Ran- 
dolph Taylor. I do not know whether he has any comments about 
this legislation or not. 

Mr. Assitt. Mr. Taylor, we will be pleased to hear from you on 
these matters. We are pleased to have you. 


STATEMENT OF RANDOLPH TAYLOR, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF 
THE BURLEY AND DARK LEAF TOBACCO EXPORT ASSOCIA- 
TION 


Mr. Taytor. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for 
the record, my name is Randolph Taylor. I am executive secretary 
of the Burley and Dark Leaf Tobacco Export Association, which is a 
trade association made up of burley and dark groups. 

I am appearing today in support of H. R. 6845. I am particularly 
appearing at the request of the Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative 
Association in Lexington, Ky., which handles the loan program in 
five States, the Eastern Dark Fire Tobacco Growers Association, 
Springfield, Tenn.—Dark Association in that State—the Burley 
Stabilization Corp., Knoxville, Tenn., which also is a loan cooperative 
in the State of Tennessee, and the Burley Dealers and the Burley 
Auction Warehouse Association of Kentucky. 

It is the feeling of all these people that H. R. 6845 represents a 
sound approach to some of our ae in our quota program. I 
think we are underplaying one thing that to me is most important. 
This bill will stabilize somewhat our Commodity Credit actions on 
tobacco and we should never forget that point, I think, in the future. 
At the same time, it will save the Government money in some of these 
Government referendums and we who are interested in the tobacco 
poe the programs are interested in keeping our administrative expenses 

own. 

To me, it has been utterly si/ly for some years to conduct a referen- 
dum in Mr. Dague’s good State-of Pennsylvania up there when:the 
results are a foregone conclusion before you hold them. It costs 
considerable Government funds to determine allotments annually 
and conduct referendums and we need to save that kind of money. 

As someone remarked, here seems to be a bill that pretty well suits 
those who are opposed to quotas as well as those who are very much 
in favor of them. So I want to, on behalt of those organizations and 
myself, heartily endorse 6845. 

I also want to make some brief remarks about two other bills. I 
want to endorse H. R. 6846, which has been discussed here. That’s 
the clarification bill. 

Mr. Assirr. That is right. 

Mr. Taytor. 6847, that relates only to burley tobacco. Someone 
wanted to know a while ago why Maryland was not included in the 
bill. I do not think that any of the other tobaccos at the moment 
are facing the situation we are facing in burley tobacco. We have 
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just gone through a situation in getting new legislation in order to 
take reduction in burley tobacco. It did not make sense to a lot of 
burley tobacco growers when you had to take congressional action 
under rather hard circumstances and another referendum to force 
people. to grow tobacco who do not want to, so I heartily second it on 
behalf of these people and Mr. Miller’s State that for the years length 
specified in this bill, I recommend 6847 and its enactment. 

I might as well state for the record that I would not be in favor of 
permanent legislation of this kind. It may be that at the end of 
1958 we could extend this bill again, but I do not want to go on record 
in favor of the legislation. 

Mr. Abbitt, I believe that is all I have, sir. 

Mr. Axssirr. We certainly thank you. You have always been 
most helpful to this committee and we appreciate your coming down 
here and giving us the information and your views on the matter. 

Mr. Taytor. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Assirt. I would like to ask unanimous consent to file a tele- 
gram I received from J. Mott Robertson, secretary-treasurer and 
manager of the Virginia Dark Tobacco Warehouseman’s Corp. The 
substance of the message is that he supports the bill and asks us to 
act favorably on it. 

(The telegram referred to follows:) 

LyncHBura, Va., July 14, 1958. 
Hon. W. M. Assirt, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Regret inability to be present at subcommittee hearing regarding proposed 
amendments concerning 3-year referendums as proposed in the Watts and Abbitt 
bills. Please advise the committee that we endorse both bills 100 percent believing 
it to the advantage of the tobacco section to more properly handle the situation 
with 3-year controls. 

Viremta Dark Tosacco WAREHOUSEMAN’S CoRP., 
J. Morr Rosertson Secretary-Treasurer and Manager. 


Mr. Assitt. I have a letter of July 13, 1955, that I ask to be 
filed at this point in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


Virarnta DarK Tospacco WAREHOUSEMEN’s CorpP., 
Lynchburg, Va., July 13, 1956. 
Hon. W. M. Assirr, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Wart: I regret that I find it impossible to be in Washington on the 14th 
at the Agriculture Subcommittee hearing on the various proposed amendments to 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. However, I do wish to advise you and 
the committee that the writer and the people we represent, do favor the proposed 
amendments as outlined in your bill and that of Mr. Watts because we feel it 
will be of great help to the Department in administering the tobacco program, and 
likewise save the Federal Government quite a bit of money by not holding the 
various referendums every year when only every 3 years is necessary. Certainly 
&@ 3-year control is more desired. We heartily favor the enactment of these 
amendments and certainly hope your committee will see fit to endorse them and 
use every effort to have them enacted. 

If we can be of further service if the bill is favorably reported out of the com- 
mittee, kindly advise and we will be glad to contact our Virginia representatives. 

anking you for keeping us advised regarding the regulations concerning the 
tobaceo program and for your continued interest in our welfare, I am. 
Very truly yours, 
J. Morr RoBERTSON, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 
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Mr. Assirt. Have we failed to call the name of anybody who is 
here and would like to give us the benefit of their views? If we 
did, we will be glad to hear from them at this time. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE B. REEVES, CHAPTICO, MD. 


Mr. Reeves. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George B. Reeves. I am a farmer from southern Mary- 
land. I have tried to study this legislation as best I can and maybe 
my legal mind is not so good, but I think very definitely it is just 
what southern Maryland needs so far as the 3-year provision and the 
3-year vote goes. 

I have been wishing for that for several years myself and I think 
we will not only save the Government some money, but it will make 
our progam a whole lot more equitable if we ever get quotas voted in. 

There are some questions I would like to ask about the 3-year 
provision. 

Mr. Assirt. Mr. Miller, will you come up here? Mr. Reeves has 
some questions he wants to ask. 

Mr. Reeves. Do I get this understanding: that assuming we 
reject quotas this fall on the 1956 crop, we will not vote again for 3 
years because we have voted for 3 successive years and turned down 
quotas? 

Mr. Miter. That is correct. 

Mr. Reeves. Then in 1958 if we reject quotas on the 1959 crop, 
are we rejecting them for 3 years, or are we rejecting them for 1 year 
with a successive vote for 2 more years? 

Mr. Miter. If you reject them again it would be for another 
3-year period. 

Mr. Reeves. In other words, we would only vote one time, the 
three successive times? 

Mr. Miuer. Yes. 

Mr. Assitrr. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Reeves. This other bill, H. R. 6846, I believe it is, dealing 
with the production of tobacco on a farm for which no acreage allot- 
ment has been established, in Maryland we have operated on a basis 
where a farm did not have an established tobacco allotment but had 
raised tobacco in a year when quotas were not in effect and somehow 
was overlooked by the county committee and it was generally con- 
sidered an overlooked farm. This was before the advent of Public 
Law 21, and I do not know just how that would affect Maryland in 
that respect, but judging from the old legislation, this does put con- 
siderable change on the operation of the Maryland program with 
respect to farms which have no allotment but who do in the advent of 
no quotas raise tobacco. Generally, those farms would be considered 
old farms and if they had raised tobacco 1 year, received 50 percent 
of their tobacco, 50 percent of their allotment, or if they had raised 
3 years they would get 90 percent of their 3-year average. Under this 
provision they would have to be considered under a new farm allotment, 
in which case they would have to have at least 2 years of experience in 
raising tobacco during the last 5 years—these are according to our 
Maryland regulations now—from the time tobacco is planted until 
the time tobacco is harvested and they would have to have the land 
labor, and equipment involved to. produce that tobacco and sever 
other requirements which puts them in a somewhat tighter category. 
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Ido not object to the bill, but I just was wondering and I presume 
all those things have been covered. 

Mr. Warts. Unfortunately, or fortunately, whichever way you 
want to look at it, when Public Law 21 was passed, it stopped you from 
getting any base by the route you have been normally using, getting 
50 percent of what you have grown. 

Mr. Reeves. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. And at the same time it did that we failed to remove a 
provision known as subsections (c) and (b) of the act which said that 
if you had grown any tobacco you could not get a base within a period of 
5 years. Therefore, you were stopped, you are stopped from coming 
in = way and stopped from coming in that way, which certainly is 
not fair. 

The purpose of this legislation is to open one of those doors to you. 
The way it is they are both closed. It may not be the full answer to 
the problem in Maryland, but it certainly will be a lot easier to get a 
base in Maryland if this bill is passed than it would be to get it if it is 
not. 

Mr. Assirr. Public Law 21 cut out the excess tobacco. In other 
words, no matter how much tobacco you grew this year you would 
not get the base. 


STATEMENTS OF J. J. TODD, TOBACCO DIVISION, COMMODITY 
STABILIZATION SERVICE; AND W. K. SCHOONOVER, OFFICE 
OF GENERAL COUNSEL, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Topp. There is a little technicality that Mr. Schoonover and 
I, from the Solicitor’s Office, wanted to raise with the committee. 
I believe Mr. Reeves is talking about the case of a man who grew 
tobacco last year, but he is an overlooked farmer and we do not have 
him on our record. 

Mr. Assitt. Suppose you come up here and clear that up for Mr. 
Reeves if you can. 

Mr. Scooonover. For the record, we changed the name of our 
office to General Counsel about 2 or 3 months ago and we ought to 
keep the record straight on that. 

Mr. Assitr. We appreciate your coming. 

Perhaps you can shed some light on this for us. 

Mr. Scnoonover. I may say that Mr. Reeves’ question has been 
troubling our Office quite a bit. I am sure we all agree that the pur- 
pose of this provision was to prevent a farm for which a new farm 
allotment was refused from going ahead and growing tobacco without 
an allotment and then becoming ineligible by reason of that for an 
old farm allotment. 

However, I think the way it is worded, as Mr. Reeves points out, 
if the farm is eligible for an old farm allotment, but for some reason 
or other the farm is overlooked or some error occurs and the farm does 
not get an allotment and the farmer goes abead and grows tobacco, 
then thereafter that must come in as a new farm; and [| believe some 
clarification ought to be made because I do not think that is what is 
intended in the law. 

Mr, Apsirr. In other words, that would apply particularly to areas 
out of quotas? 
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Mr. Scuoonover. Yes. In burley you probably would never have 
the question come up, but in the Maryland area or cigar-filler area, 
conceivably there might be some overlooked farms. 

Mr. Assirr. Does this bill do it, or Public Law 21? 

Mr. Scuoonover. No; it is this bil Public Law 21 said that any 
acreage planted in excess of allotment could not be considered in deter- 
mining a future allotment. 

Mr. Assirr. You are talking about a man who has an allotment and 
plants in Maryland, but still there is no record kept of it? 

Mr. Scnoonover. He should have an employment. He is growing 
tobacco and so is qualified for an old-farm allotment, but through 
oversight no allotment is set for him, say, in 1955 and he goes ahead and 
grows tobacco as he always has done. Under this law if tobacco is 

roduced on a farm for which no allotment has been established, then 
e comes in as a new farm, not as an old farm. That is what the law 
says. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have a correcting amendment? I understood 
you drew this bill. 

Mr. ScHoonover. It was changed a little after it came up here, Mr. 
Watts. We limited it to 1955 and subsequent years, you may re- 
member. 

Mr. Warts. You mean that when you drew it it was limited to 1955 
and subsequent years? 

Mr. ScHoonover. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. How did it ever get changed? 

Mr. Topp. We do not know. There is a missing link there. 

Mr. Aspsirr. If that is what you want to do, it seems to me we 
should have no trouble doing that. 

Mr. Warts. Where did you have your 1955 in it? 

Mr. Scuoonover. I had a bill that left our office. We had 1 bill 
that was split up into 3 bills. 

Mr. Warts. I do not know whether it was the drafting service or 
who made the error, but I was never apprised of the fact that there 
was any difference in it. 

Mr. Topp. We did not catch it until today. 

Mr. Warts. Take your bill and take this bill and show us where the 
language was. 

Mr. Scnoonover. This was section 3 of the bill as we drafted it: 

Section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended by adding 
the following new subsections to read as follows: 

*"(j the production of tobacco on a farm in 1955 or any subsequent year for 
which no farm acreage allotment was established * * *.’’ 

Mr. Warts. Then it is the same? 

Mr. Scuoonover. We have ‘was established” and I believe the 
bill has “has been.” I do not know whether that is important or not, 

Mr. Aszirr. That will cover the situation, will it? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. That will not cover our situation. 

Mr. Scuoonovenr. I think it would for a year or two. 

I could conceive if you got off into the future even this bill might 
be deficient in that same regard. 

Mr. Reervus. It seems to me we have two varying situations in 
here. We have one situation such as you have in burly where you 


are under quotas almost continuously and you may vote them out 
for 1 year and you want to protect yourself in that case, and you have 
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a situation such as we have in Maryland where we are not operating 
under quotas. We have free production, so to speak, and we hope 
someday to get under quotas—at least some of us hope someday to 
get under quotas—and where you have free production, if you do not 
consider that man’s history or let him bring that history in 

7 Warts. You cannot under Public Law 21 consider history, can 
you 

Mr. Scroonover. That is correct, you cannot. 

Mr. Warts. That is what I am trying to fix. I am trying to fix 
you up some way so you can come in. ‘There is no way in the world 
to do it unless we rewrite Public Law 21. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. You can consider history only insofar as you 
plant within your allotment whether you have controls or not. 

Mr. Scnoonover. That is right. A man who has an allotment 
in Maryland will continue to have that allotment even though he 
exceeds it. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. However, you get no credit for the excess. 

Mr. Scuoonover. That is correct. 

Mr. Warts. What I meant was if you took a Maryland grower 
and let him have an allotment of, say, 10 acres, or let him have no 
allotment and let him grow excess tobacco, the tobacco that he grows 
from now on after the passing of Public Law 21 will not give him any 
history to give him a base on which quotas are established for him 
and he cannot get a base that way. 

However, if this bill is passed there is a provision that precludes 
him from coming in for 5 years, is there not? 

Mr. Scuoonover. What he would be would be an old farm without 
any history. 

r. Warts. That is what I was trying to say, and then the new- 
farm provision prevents him from coming in for 5 years; is that not 
correct? 

Mr. Scuoonover. He is not a new farm, since he actually grew 
tobacco. 

Mr. Warts. Therefore, he is stymied as an old farmer and stymied 
for 5 years as a new farmer, and as the Department explained it to 
me—of course, I am no expert on tobacco law—we have him shut out 
over here and we have him shut out over there, and I think he should 
come in some way or other. 

; Mr. Scuoonover. In other words, he would be treated as a new 
arm. 

Mr. Warts. That is right. He does not have a history as a new 
farmer so he cannot come in as a new farm. We have fixed it so he 
can come in as a new grower and be entitled to consideration for a 
base. I would be left up to his committee and it depends upon the 
surplus or nonsurplus position of Maryland tobacco. 

Am Tf correct in that? 

Mr. ScHoonover. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reeves. This situation will be taken care of after the vote 
this fall on the 1956 crop. If they reject quotas, then I understand 
we redétermine allotments for the 1959 crop. 

Mr: Assirr. There will not be any allotments in 1956. 

Mr. Miter. There will be allotments but not quotas. 

Mr. Warts. There will be quotas, but not allotments. 
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Mr. Scnoonover. That raises no man’s land. Let us suppose 
they vote them out this fall. That means they will not vote again 
for 3 years and there will be no allotments for 3 years. 

Mr. Jennines. They will have allotments, but they will not have 
quotas. 

Mr. Scuoonover. What are the allotments for? 

Mr. Jenninos. I would assume they would be for the purpose of 
maintaining what their base would be if they were voted baek in. 

Mr. Warts. As I understand it, if you come back in at the end of 
3 years, you would have to establish new allotments, would you not, 
the way it is drawn? 

Mr. ScHoonover. You would, but it is a question of what basis 
— are going to establish for them now. Roughly, we use a 5-year 

istory. That is sort of the basic philosophy of it. If they voted 
again in 1958 for 1959, we would take the years 1958, 1957, 1956, 
1955, and 1954. As far as 1955 is concerned, we could not consider 
any acreage beyond the allotment, but what we would take in 1956, 
1957, and 1958 is a problem, because we did not have allotments. 

Mr. JenniNGS. You have a history to go on 

Mr. Scnoonover. Yes; offhand, | assume that you would use the 
actual history. 

Mr. Jennines. I would say so, too. 

Mr. ScHoonover. Since the acreage planted was not in excess 
of allotments. 

Mr. Jennincs. Take the history for the past 5 years of what was 
grown and take the quotas and distribute them. Apportion it out 
between those people based on their history. That would be the 
only way that you could do it, as I see it. 

Mr. Scnoonover. That would be my thought on it, but I think 
the law is not too clear on it. 

Mr. Jennin@s. We will have to cross that when we come to it, 

Mr. Assirr. That is one of the things I was very much interested 
in in this bill. For instance, down in Virginia there is*some burley 
tobacco being grown and under Public Law 21 they cannot get any 
credit for it. 

If Maryland voted out this law, it is my understanding the Virginia 
people could grow burley type tobacco without being penalized. 

Are there any other questions you have? 

Mr. Reeves. I was going to make this suggestion, so far as Mary- 
land is concerned. In redetermining allotments, we will have allot- 
ments for 1956 on our farms which would make it necessary only to 
determine history for 1957 and 1958 to reset allotments again. 

Mr. Assirr. That is right. 

We certainly appreciate your coming and thank you very much. 

Mr. Reeves. | appreciate the honor. 

Mr. Warts. Does the Department recommend that the language 
be changed to insert in there ‘1955 or any subsequent year’’? 

Mr. Scnoonover. I am not speaking for the Department, I guess, 
but our office would like to see it in there. 

Mr. Topp. It does raise a problem. We set allotments for 1955. 
Since they voted them out it is highly probable that we were misin- 
formed when we set those allotments for 1954, and for the cured 
tobacco in 1954, so I think that would protect us some, because that 
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fellow would come in for his fair allotment. He should have an 
allotment in 1955. 

Mr. Assirr. It would not hurt to put it in. 

Mr. Miter. I think it is a technicality that does not affect the 
merits of the bill. 

Mr. Assirr. I certainly appreciate all you gentlemen coming in. 

Mr. LanxForp. I just want to express my: appreciation.to. you for 
letting me sit in this afternoon and particularly for those mighty kind 
words you said. 

Mr. Assirr. We appreciate your cooperation. If nobody else 
wants to be heard the committee will go into executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 5 p. m., Thursday, July 14, 1955, the committee 
proceeding into executive session.) 


x 

















